The relative performance of white and ethnic minority trainee lawyers in England was compared. Ethnic minority trainees were more than twice as likely to fail the compulsory training course for lawyers as whites, and this relatively poor performance applied to several diVerent ethnic minority groups: Black Caribbeans, Black Africans, Asians, and other non-whites. The possible eVect of racial discrimination in the performance appraisal process was investigated by comparing the performance of the trainees in blind-marked assessments with their performance in non-blind marked ones. No evidence of racial discrimination by the assessors was found. The contribution of ethnicity to performance was investigated after controlling for several variables which might be confounded with ethnicity. Consistent with the results of North American research, a small but signi cant relationship was found between ethnicity and performance after controlling for several such factors. It is concluded that future research on the relationship between ethnicity and performance should focus not only on the possible in uence of racial discrimination during the performance evaluation process but also on diVerences in the life experiences of people from diVerent ethnic groups from childhood onwards.
When North American black people are evaluated at work they tend to receive lower performance ratings than whites (Ford, Kraiger, & Schechtman, 1986; Waldman & Avolio, 1991) , and are judged to have lower promotion potential (Landau, 1995) . Although there are a number of possible explanations for these ndings, one of these, racial discrimination in the performance appraisal process, has received most research attention. The most comprehensive study of possible racial discrimination in performance evaluation was undertaken by Ford et al. (1986) . Ford and his colleagues carried out a meta-analysis of 52 published and unpublished studies on the relationship between ethnicity and work performance, using both objective and subjective criteria. Three categories of criteria were examined: job performance, absenteeism, and cognitive measures (i.e. training tests and job knowledge tests). The results showed a small but signi cant tendency for whites to do better than blacks for both objective and subjective measures and in *Requests for reprints should be addressed to Dr Chris Dewberry, Department of Organizational Psychology, Birkbeck College, University of London, Malet Street, London WC1E 7HX, UK (e-mail: c.dewberry@bbk.ac.uk).
all three criterion categories. About 4% of the variation in performance was accounted for by race, although the relationship between race and performance was greater for cognitive criteria (e.g. job knowledge tests) than for absence rates and job performance indicators. Critically, the overall eVect sizes for the objective and subjective measures were virtually identical, suggesting that the diVerences in the rated performance of white and ethnic minority employees were not solely due to rater bias.
These ndings suggest that real disparities in performance may exist between white and ethnic minority employees. However, the research upon which this generalization is founded has several important limitations. First, almost all of the studies used in the studies by Ford et al. (1986) , Waldman and Avolio (1991) , and Landau (1995) were carried out in North America, and little is known about the extent to which their ndings can be generalized to other countries and cultures. Secondly, most research has involved comparing whites and blacks, and as a consequence little is known about other minority groups such as, in North America, Hispanics and Asians. Indeed this concentration on whites and blacks pervades most research on ethnicity and race in organizational behaviour research. A survey by Cox and Nkomo (1990) found that over 70% of research articles on race reported in 20 leading academic journals between 1964 and 1989 focused exclusively on whites and blacks, or on blacks alone.
Thirdly, previously research has not dealt satisfactorily with the possibility that the sorts of performance diVerences between whites and ethnic minorities which are measured subjectively rather than objectively are due to response bias rather than to real diVerences in performance. Researchers have sought to address this issue in two ways. One is to compare the degree of association between race and subjective performance ratings with the degree of association between race and objective performance measures. Ford et al. (1986) used this approach and found that the association with race was virtually identical for both objective and subjective measures (i.e. a correlation of about .2 in both cases). This suggests that the association between the subjective measures and race is not solely due to rater response bias. However, as the objective and subjective indices of performance were matched in fewer than 20% of the studies examined in Ford et al.'s (1986) meta-analysis, these two types of index may have tended to measure diVerent phenomena. If so, it is possible that there were no actual diVerences between the performance of white and ethnic minorities on the job performance criteria measured subjectively, and that the association with race found in the subjective ratings was entirely due to rater bias.
The second way of examining whether the association between race and subjective performance measures is due to response bias has been to examine whether the race of the rater in uences the performance ratings given to whites and ethnic minorities. The rationale is that if the disparity between the rated performance of whites and ethnic minorities is due (at least in part) to response bias, this disparity will be greater when the raters are white than when they are from an ethnic minority. For example, Lefkowitz and Battista (1995) found that whilst supervisors did not rate subordinates of the same ethnic group more highly than those of other ethnic groups, both white and black supervisors rated black subordinates less highly than white ones. However, it is possible that the judgments of both white and ethnic minority raters are biased by stereotypes which depict whites as relatively good performers, and ethnic minorities as relatively poor ones.
In the present study a dataset which circumvents several of the above limitations was used. First, unlike most other studies on ethnic and racial performance diVerences, the sample used here are Europeans, speci cally from the United Kingdom. Secondly, the ethnic background of this sample is diverse, and re ects the varied backgrounds of non-whites in the United Kingdom. In this country there are currently about three million ethnic minority members, making up 5.5% of the population. According to the most recent census, carried out in 1991, their ethnic backgrounds are Black Caribbean 1.6%; Black African 0.4%; Black other 0.3%; Indian 1.5%; Pakistani 0.3%; Bangladeshi 0.3%; Chinese 0.3%; other Asians 0.5%; and others 0.5% (Karn, 1996) . In the current study a substantial proportion of ethnic minority participants is used (15% of the overall sample of over 3000 are non-white), and the sample re ects the diverse ethnic groupings within the country as a whole.
Thirdly, although the performance ratings used in this study are subjective, they diVer from previous studies in the area in that many of the assessments are carried out 'blind': the assessor is not aware of the racial identity of the participants. This provides a novel way of exploring the response bias problem in subjective performance evaluations discussed above.
The study is concerned with the performance of white and ethnic minority trainee lawyers in England. This dataset has several important characteristics. First, the criteria used to evaluate the trainees consists of a comprehensive range of cognitive and behavioural assessments, carefully chosen to re ect the various areas of knowledge and skill required of a lawyer. The written exercises and role playing sessions used in the evaluation process have been developed to encapsulate the major areas of knowledge, cognitive ability, and behavioural skills required of lawyers, and consist of at least 12 diVerent assessments of each trainee.
The study diVers from previous research in this area in that it focuses on a speci c group of professional trainees rather than on a more heterogeneous sample of employees. Lawyers are an important group to study because the judicial system plays a critical role in society. Furthermore, the outcome of the lawyers' training programme has a direct in uence on employment: those who fail the course are unable to move into the profession, and the grade obtained by those who pass is used as a selection criterion when post-trainees seek employment as pupil lawyers-the rst step to permanent employment as a lawyer. Therefore the proportion of white and of ethnic minority trainees failing the course is likely to aVect the ethnic balance of lawyers in the United Kingdom.
The purposes of this study are to investigate whether there is a performance disparity between white and ethnic minority trainee lawyers in England; to establish which ethnic minority groups, if any, this disparity applies to; to examine whether racial discrimination by the assessors is responsible for any measured disparity in performance between the ethnic groups; and to investigate whether information about variables confounded with ethnicity (e.g. institution of higher education attended prior to the training course) can help to explain any systematic diVerence in measured performance between the ethnic groups.
Method
Data on the performance of students on the Bar Vocational Course (BVC) in 1992 (BVC) in , 1994 (BVC) in , and 1995 was made available by the Council of Legal Education in the United Kingdom. Until 1998, the BVC was the required training course for anyone intending to practise as a lawyer in England or Wales. Applicants for the course, which runs from October to June each year, must have a degree. If the degree is in a subject other than law, they must rst complete an initial one-year course of study in law and successfully sit a qualifying examination in law, the Common Professional Examination (CPE).
Students on the BVC are assessed at several stages, and at the end of the course are assigned one of four grades: fail, competent, very competent, or outstanding. These grades are derived from students' scores across a variety of assessments. The assessments are of three types: written papers, multiple choice tests, and role playing. Some of the assessments are marked blind, and here racial discrimination by the examiners is not possible, either because papers are maked by computer (the multiple choice tests) or, in the case of written papers, because students are not always required to identify themselves by name. Role playing, which is recorded on video for subsequent marking is, for obvious reasons, never marked blind.
The assessments in 1992, 1993, and 1995 are shown in Table 2 . The table shows which assessments were written papers, which were role play exercises, and which of the written exercises were marked blind. As can be seen, the main changes in assessment between 1992 and 1995 were the adoption of exclusively blind marking for written assessments from 1994 onwards, and a reduction in the number of assessments from 19 to 12 for 1995.
The number of students assessed in 1992, 1994, and 1995 who were willing to classify themselves by ethnic background (over 95%) was 1044, 1001, and 990 respectively. Of these the proportion identifying themselves as members of ethnic minorities in each of the three years was 16%, 14%, and 13%. The breakdown of the ethnic minority students by ethnic grouping over all three years was Black Caribbean 2.4%, Black African 2.4%, Asian 5.9%, and other non-white 3.2%.
Results

Evidence of a performance disparity between ethnic groups
The assessed performance of the ethnic minority students was substantially poorer than that of the white trainees in all three years. The rates of achievement for each ethnic group are shown in Table 1 . The table shows that the assessed performance of all the ethnic minority groups, Black Caribbeans, Black Africans, Asians, and other non-whites, was substantially worse than those of the whites. The failure rate was 2.7 times higher for ethnic minority trainees than for whites, and the proportion of white trainees obtaining a grade of very competent or better was 2.5 times greater than that of the ethnic minority trainees. Furthermore, the relatively poor assessed performance of the ethnic minority trainees was a feature of all of the ethnic subgroups, although the failure rate was particularly high amongst the Black Caribbean and Black African trainees. A Kruskal-Wallis test con rmed that there is a signi cant diVerence between the grades achieved by trainees of diVerent ethnic groups v 2 = 150.19 (4), p < .001. Table 2 shows a breakdown of the scores obtained for each type of assessment for 1992, 1994, and 1995 by ethnic group, and the results of t tests comparing the mean scores obtained by white and ethnic minority trainees for each assessment.
Evidence of racial discrimination in the evaluation process
If the relatively poor performance of the ethnic minorities was due partly or wholly to racial discrimination by the examiners, such discrimination could only take place for assessments which were not blind marked. So if racial discrimination occurred, the ratio of failed assessments by ethnic minority trainees to failed assessments by white students should be higher for the non-blind assessments (where discrimination could, in principle, take place) than for the blind assessments (where it could not).
The purest test of this is to compare the failure ratio for a given type of assessment when it is marked both blind and non-blind. In the 1992 examinations two areas of assessment, opinion writing and drafting, were of this type: opinion writing 1 and opinion writing 2 were non-blind marked whereas opinion writing nal was blind marked; and drafting 1 and drafting 2 were non-blind marked whereas drafting nal was blind marked. In the case of opinion writing, the white to ethnic minority failure ratios were 2.28 for opinion writing 1, 1.86 for opinion writing 2, and 1.95 for opinion writing nal. Thus the proportion of ethnic minority trainees failing opinion writing was about twice the proportion of whites failing it, irrespective of whether the assessements were marked blind or non-blind. A MANOVA showed that there was no interaction between whether or not the trainees were from an ethnic minority, and the score they received on each of the three types of assessment F(2,1026) = 0.37, p > .05. There is therefore no evidence that the measured performance of the ethnic minority trainees on opinion writing, or the proportion failing, was aVected by whether the assessment procedure was susceptible to racial discrimination by the examiners. For the drafting assessments the ethnic minority to white failure ratios were 2.69 for drafting 1, 1.55 for drafting 2, and 1.59 for drafting nal. A MANOVA showed that there is no interaction between the scores obtained for the three drafting assessments, and whether or not the trainees were from an ethnic minority F(2,1032) = 0.92, p > .05. As with opinion writing, these ndings are not consistent with the hypothesis that the disparity in measured performance between white and ethnic minority trainees is caused partly or wholly by the in uence of examiners' racial discrimination on the assessment process.
Whilst the only available 'pure' test of whether the disparity in performance between whites and ethnic minority trainees is the comparison described above, a weaker but still potentially informative comparison is the performance of the trainees on all assessments which were marked blind with their performance on all assessments which were marked non-blind. To examine this, the number of students who failed (a) one or more blind marked assessments, and (b) one or more non-blind marked assessments, was computed. The ethnic minority to white student failure ratios for blind and non-blind marked assessments were obtained by dividing the proportion of ethnic minority students who failed one or more assessments by the number of white students who failed one or more assessments. The ethnic minority to white failure ratios for non-blind assessments in 1992, 1994, and 1995 were 3.20, 2.34, and 1.99 respectively, and the ratios for blind assessments were 3.03, 2.36, and 2.30. These ratios show that only in 1992, where the failure ratio for non-blind assessments was higher than that for blind assessments, was the direction of the diVerence between the ratios consistent with racial discrimination by the assessors.
To establish whether the 1992 ratio disparity is statistically signi cant it is necessary to examine whether there is an interaction between ethnicity (white vs. ethnic minority), and assessment type (assessments where discrimination was possible vs. assessments where discrimination was not possible). To investigate this, for each trainee the marks obtained in the assessments where racial discrimination was not possible (i.e. the two multiple choice tests, opinion writing nal and drafting nal) were rst standardized and then summed. The standardization consisted of dividing the percentage scores obtained for the multiple choice tests by two to bring the ranges in line with the other two assessments which were scored out of 50. The marks obtained in the assessments in which racial discrimination by the examiners was possible (i.e. all remaining assessments) were also summed. The rst of these two scores was then transformed by multiplying by a constant to bring its variance in line with the latter. These two scores per trainee were then entered into a MANOVA, with ethnicity entered as a between-subjects variable. The critical outcome of this MANOVA is whether there is a signi cant interaction between ethnicity, and the racial discrimination possible/racial discrimination not possible, assessment scores. The interaction is not signi cant F(1,965) = 0.03, p > .05, a nding which is inconsistent with racial discrimination by the assessors in the non-blind assessments. In other words this analysis con rms that there is no evidence that the measured performance diVerences between white and ethnic minorities are due to racial discrimination by assessors.
Other explanations for the disparity in performance
The Council of Legal Education made some information about the trainees' background available, and this made it possible to examine some alternative explanations for the disparity in performance between whites and various ethnic minority groups. Speci cally information was provided on the class of rst degree obtained by the trainees ( rst class, upper second class, lower second class, third class, pass, and unclassi ed); the institution of higher education attended which were coded as Oxbridge (i.e. Oxbridge and Cambridge universities), 'old universities' (i.e. institutions other than Oxford and Cambridge which had university status before the abolition in the United Kingdom of the binary divide between universities and polytechnics in 1992), 'new universities' (i.e. institutions which were polytechnics before the abolition of the binary divide), polytechnics and colleges, and overseas colleges; gender; age; and year of graduation from rst degree.
An initial examination of this background data revealed several noteworthy points. Almost all of the trainees (98.4%) completed their rst degrees in the United Kingdom. Thus the possibility that a large proportion of the ethnic minority trainees may have attended tertiary education outside the United Kingdom, and attended institutions of higher education with standards signi cantly lower than those operating in the United Kingdom, could be discounted. A disproportionately large number of the trainees (22%) were educated at Oxbridge, with a further 52% educated at old universities, 20% in new universities, and 4% in polytechnics or colleges. Sixty per cent of the trainees were male. The classes of rst degree obtained by the trainees were rst class, 9%; upper second, 61%; lower second, 27%; third class 2%; and both pass and unclassi ed less than 1% each. The median age of the trainees was 25 years suggesting that most probably had some work experience.
Prior to a regression analysis four dummy variables were created for type of higher educational institution attended: Oxbridge (i.e. Oxford or Cambridge Universities) vs. other institutions, 'new' universities vs. other institutions, polytechnics or colleges vs. other institutions, and overseas educational institutions vs. others. Because there was a marked positive skew in age, this variable was log transformed before analysis in order to make the distribution more normal.
Sequential regression was used to determine if, after entering two dummy variables for the years of assessment (1992 vs. 1994 and 1995; and 1994 vs. 1992 and 1995) , ethnicity made a signi cant contribution to explaining the total scores on the BVC when various other variables were simultaneously entered into the regression model. The total BVC score is obtained for a given student by standardizing the marks they obtain across all assessments to a common scale, and then summing them. Three cut-oV points on this total score variable produce the four possible BVC gradings of outstanding, very competent, competent, and not competent, shown in Table 1 . Descriptive statistics and correlations between the variables entered into the model are presented in Table 3 , and the results of the regression analysis are shown in Table 4 . Table 3 shows that several variables other than ethnicity are associated with the nal assessment score obtained on the BVC. In particular, class of rst degree, where the trainees studied for their rst degrees, and age, have moderate correlations with nal assessment score. The results of the multiple regression analysis show that a third of the variation in the overall assessment scores could be explained with the predictor variables. However, the best predictor of overall BVC assessment is class of rst degree. The type of institution of higher education attended also has a signi cant unique relationship with the overall assessment score (particularly whether or not the trainees attended Oxbridge) as has the age of the trainees and, to a lesser extent, the year they graduated from college. However, even after controlling for these variables, ethnicity makes a signi cant contribution to the regression model, and accounts uniquely for 3% of the variance in overall assessment scores. It should of course be noted that an unknown number of variables, correlated with ethnicity but not directly measured in this study, might explain the unique eVect of ethnicity identi ed here.
Discussion
The ndings of this study are consistent with the results of Ford et al.'s (1986) meta-analysis in showing relatively poor performance by ethnic minorities. This study adds to previous ndings in several ways. It shows that the tendency for whites to obtain better performance ratings than ethnic minorities is not con ned to North America. It also shows that this tendency is not con ned to 'blacks' alone (in this case Black Caribbeans and Black Africans) but also to Asians, and 'other non-whites'. It is noteworthy however, that the Black Caribbeans and Black Africans obtained grades which were poorer than those obtained by members of other ethnic minorities. The study is also interesting in showing that the performance disparity between whites and ethnic minorities can occur in a highly educated and intellectually able group of people. Furthermore, the present study was based on a particularly comprehensive set of performance measures-19 in 1992 and 1994, and 12 in 1995, including both cognitive assessments (the written assessments and the multiple choice tests) and behavioural ones (the role plays).
The strategy used to establish whether any performance disparity was due to racial discrimination was diVerent from previous studies. Eliminating racial discrimination from the ndings does not rely, as in previous research, on a comparison of objective and subjective performance measures (Ford et al., 1986) , or on comparisons of the ethnicity of raters and ratees (Lefkowitz & Battista, 1995) . Instead the results of blind and non-blind assessments were compared, and the lack of a systematic tendency for white trainees to obtain relatively high marks for the non-blind assessments suggested that racial discrimination by the assessors was not causing the performance disparity between the ethnic groups. It is therefore appropriate to conclude that racial discrimination by the assessors is not likely to be responsible for the systematic disparity found here between the marks of white and Codes. Ethnic minority 1, others 0; First class degree 5, upper second class 4, lower second class 3, third class 2, pass 1; Oxbridge 1, others 0; New university 1, others 0; Polytechnic or college 1, others 0; Overseas institution 1, others 0; Gender: 1 male, 2 female.
ethnic minority trainees, although of course such discrimination may certainly be a problem in other training or organizational settings. Unlike previous studies comparing the performance of whites and ethnic minorities, this study was based not on people at work but on people in training. There are two noteworthy consequences of this. First, the assessments were based on maximum rather than typical performance. Clearly the trainees were giving their best possible performances in the assessments in an attempt to enter their chosen profession, and this does not mean that their typical performance levels were in line with these. Studies in which employees are rated by their supervisors or peers tend to be based on typical rather than maximum performance, and there is evidence that this distinction is important (Dubois, Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1993; Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1988) .
Secondly, because the assessments were based on training prior to work performance, the measured performance disparity between the white and ethnic minority trainees (with a median age of 25) cannot be explained as being a consequence of accumulated experiences in the profession. Research in North America suggests that black people have organizational experiences which are diVerent to, and less instrumentally valuable than, those of whites (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley, 1990; Gutek, 1988; Haber eld, 1992; Ibarra, 1993) . For example, Greenhaus et al. (1990) found that in comparison to white managers, blacks felt less accepted in their organizations, and perceived themselves to have less discretion in their jobs. If ethnic minorities have less opportunity for development because they receive less supervisory and peer support, sponsorship, job discretion, and less access to information than whites (Greenhaus et al., 1990; Ilgen & Youtz, 1986) , this may have knock-on eVects: black people may experience an accumulation of lost opportunities for development across their career, and as a result may engage in behaviours that do not serve them well such as refusing more challenging job assignments. Over time the result of these self-limiting behaviours may be to lead to systematic performance diVerences (Ilgen & Youtz, 1986) . In the case of the trainees investigated here, the possible eVects of long-term exposure to lost opportunities for development in ethnic minority trainees was examined by looking for an age by ethnicity (i.e. white or ethnic minority) interaction eVect. The interaction is signi cant F(1,3030) = 20.50, p < .0001, indicating that the depressing eVect of being older on overall assessment score was more pronounced for ethnic minority than for white trainees. This nding is consistent with the view that long-term exposure to lost opportunities outside the legal profession may have depressed the performance of ethnic minority BVC trainees.
More generally, the correlations between being white and obtaining a relatively good class of degree, going to Oxford or Cambridge university, and not going to a 'new' university indicate that experiences before entering the BVC have a signi cant relationship with achievement on it. This suggests that research on the causes of the performance disparity in the workplace between white and ethnic minority employees should avoid focusing solely on racial discrimination during the assessment process, and pay attention also to the possible eVects of earlier experiences. These earlier experiences should not be con ned to the workplace, but should include social and educational factors, including those which may be in uential during childhood. Research in North America indicates that a performance disparity between white and black children is already apparent at school age: in comparison to white Americans, African Americans not only perform less well (Demo & Parker, 1987; Osbourne, 1995; Simmons, Brown, Bush, & Blyth, 1978) but also get lower scores on standardized tests of academic ability (Herring, 1989; Levine & Eubanks, 1990; Reyes & Stanic, 1988; Touliatus, Lindholm, & Rich, 1977) . For those children who move on to higher education, any ethnicity-related performance diVerences may be accentuated because a disproportionately large number of white graduates go to well-regarded universities (Swinard & Bond, 1980; Warner & Abeggalen, 1955) and may therefore accumulate more cultural capital (i.e. the value and prestige which is associated with the institution), scholastic capital (the amount of knowledge acquired), and social capital (personal contacts, network ties, imparting achievement motivation) (Useem & Karabel, 1986) . A fuller understanding of, and explanation for, the small but signi cant disparity in job performance between whites and ethnic minorities therefore depends on the development of research not only on the operation of racial discrimination in the job evaluation process, but also on the developmental experience of people from diVerent ethnic groups. These developmental experiences are in turn liable to be in uenced by the opportunity structure within work and more broadly within society-those who are born into relatively poor, dysfunctional, and uneducated families living in deprived areas are likely to have less opportunity than others.
This focus on opportunity structure inside and outside the workplace, and the diVerential experiences which may ensue, has several policy implications. First, organizations must recognize the importance of the internal opportunity structure, and how this relates to diVerent groupings, including ethnic ones. Secondly, other institutions, including educational ones, must recognize their in uence on the opportunity structure of individuals and groups. Thirdly, research on the causes of performance diVerentials between whites and ethnic minorities needs to use an analytic framework which extends beyond the boundaries of the workplace. A reduction in the disparities between the social and economic standards enjoyed by diVerent social groups requires an analytic approach which emphasizes the development of opportunities for all sections of society, and draws attention to steps taken both within the workplace, such as the proper operation of equal opportunity policies, and outside, such as extending access to high quality tertiary education.
